Introduction
In response to increased female labour market participation (Arthurs, 2006) , the motherhood wage penalty (Anderson, Binder, & Krause, 2002; Nielsen, Simonsen, & Verner, 2004; Felfe, 2012a) , and the rise in total working hours within families and households (Masterson & Hobbler, 2014) , employers have recently begun to pay attention to the need for an improved work-life balance among their employees (Avgar, Givan, & Liu, 2011) as a means of promoting organizational attractiveness (Bourhis and Mekkaoui, 2010) . Some organizations provide employees with work-life benefits (WLBs), which can be defined as non-wage, familyfriendly perks, including various types of flexible work arrangements and dependent care programs. WLBs are very much a part of today's changing employment landscape and are also often at the centre of public policy discussions (Gajendran and Harrison, 2007; Gregory & Milner, 2009; Allen, Johnson, Kiburz, & Shockley, 2013; Butts, Casper, & Young, 2013) .
Previous research has found that family-friendly benefits (a specific category of WLBs) are adopted by employers to help their employees balance the often-conflicting demands of work and family life (De Cieri, Holmes, Abbott, & Pettit, 2005; Evans, 2001) . In Canada, although scholars (Wang, Lesage, Schmitz, & Drapeau, 2008) have examined the impact of work-family conflicts on individual psychological well-being, there has been a paucity of empirical research focusing specifically on the positive economic effects of WLBs (rather than "conflicts" per se) or other family-friendly benefits on either organizations or employees. Gunderson (2002) reviewed the previous literature and found that, generally speaking, family-friendly benefits have positive impacts on workplace performance, although rigorous cost-benefit calculations were found to have been seldom performed.
From a public policy perspective, it is important to deepen the research on the effects of WLBs on employees. By closely examining the applied research in this area, governments and organizations can then make an informed choice in developing the appropriate policies around the provision of such benefits. Utilizing the 1999 to 2004 waves of the Canadian Workplace and Employee Survey (WES), this study aims to investigate the impact that these WLBs have on the labour market outcomes of individual workers. Specifically, we explore whether employees who use WLBs are less likely to quit and more likely to enjoy higher pay, greater job satisfaction, and more promotions than those who do not use these benefits. The results of the study speak directly to the usefulness of the compensating wage differentials theory vis-à-vis the efficiency wage theory. Although these two theories are not necessarily competing and mutually exclusive, they provide alternate lenses through which the effects of work-life benefits can be conceptualized.
Contextualizing WLBs in Canada
Over the past decade, emerging trends in the labour market have presented new challenges to Canadian organizations and their employees. Some of these new trends in the economy include an increased proportion of families with dual-income partners, many of whom struggle to balance their paid work with child-rearing responsibilities as well as increasing demands to care for aged parents. The federal government has responded to these challenges, in part, by extending combined maternal and parental leave benefits to one full year (Jenson, 2004) .
In addition, several provinces have made legislative changes in order to allow employees to take unpaid leave to care for their elderly relatives over a longer period of time. For instance, in June 2004, the government of Ontario created a provision for Family Medical Leave, which allows employees to take up to eight weeks of job-protected, unpaid leave to provide care or support for a specified family member who has a serious condition (cf. Evans, 2007) .
Simultaneously, some Canadian employers have also tried to alleviate the inherent time pressures between paid work and a balanced lifestyle by attempting to tackle this problem through the provision of alternative work arrangements such as flextime, teleworking, reduced work weeks, and compressed work weeks. Flextime is defined as a workplace arrangement where the employee has the discretion to vary the start and stop times provided that a full week is worked (Ralston, 1989; Gloden, 2011; Wooden, Warren, & Drago, 2009 ). Teleworking is defined as the ability to carry out job duties from home (Bailey & Kurland, 2002) . A reduced work week refers to a special arrangement allowing employees to work fewer hours every week (van Ginneken, 1984) . A compressed work week involves working fewer days per week, but longer hours per day (Romen & Primps, 1981) . These arrangements ostensibly allow employees the time and the flexibility to handle their duties outside of work without compromising their duties within the workplace, at least in theory. Some employers have taken more concrete steps to solve a specific work-life conflict by providing family support for their employees. These organizations, for example, offer child-care and eldercare support services to ensure that family responsibilities on the part of the employees will not hinder their productivity at work (cf. Avgar et al, 2011; Wood and de Menezes, 2010) .
Theoretical Framework
A key contribution of the present study is to put two economic theories to the test in the context of a common industrial relations problem: what is the effect of offering different levels of benefits on employees and organizations? The compensating wage differentials theory assumes a negative sum relationship between wages and non-wage benefits, such that an increase in one is associated with a decrease in the other. The efficiency wage theory assumes a positive sum relationship between the total compensation package and non-wage benefits, such that, when bundled appropriately, both are positively associated. The aim of this section is to set the stage for the empirical evaluation of these two theories.
Initially, Rosen (1974) developed the compensating wage differentials theory in order to explain the effect of employee benefits on earnings. Since then, the theory has been applied to various other economic phenomena, including, for example, shift work (Kostiuk, 1990) and commuting (Leigh, 1986) . Applied in the present context, the compensating wage differentials theory posits that employees in receipt of "above-market" benefits must accept a corresponding decrease in wages in order to compensate for the provision of these benefits (Akerlof & Yellen, 1990; Gerhart & Milkovick, 1990) . The underlying assumption in this theory is that an employee's utility remains unchanged, thus, those who want to enjoy such benefits must "purchase" them from their employers through the sacrificing of higher wages (Felfe, 2012b) .
There should, concomitantly, be no effect whatever of WLB usage on job satisfaction, turnover, or promotions. On this basis, we present: H1: The provision of WLBs is negatively related to wages, but unrelated to job satisfaction, the likelihood of promotion, and turnover intention.
A major criticism against the compensating wage differential theory is the fact that employers usually offer fringe benefits to all employees or to none, so individual level trade-offs of benefits for wages may be impractical. Goldstein & Pauly (1976) present such an argument for health insurance. Wages are usually downwardly inflexible in the short run, so the total compensation (and utility) for employees receiving WLBs may increase, but a wage increase for the WLB user should not be greater than that of the non-user unless the user can clearly demonstrate a higher level of productivity.
Standing in sharp contrast to the compensating wage differentials theory is the efficiency wage theory (Akerlof, 1984; Shapiro and Stiglitz, 1984; Krueger & Summers, 1988) . Advocates of this theory argue that the provision of non-wage benefits may potentially enhance the productivity of employees, an effect that can offset the cost of providing them. Thus, higher wages and the provision of better benefits, including WLBs, may increase individual productivity and efficiency through the channels of reduced shirking, lower turnover, and improved affective job satisfaction (Akerlof & Yellen, 1986 , 1990 . It has been argued, for example, that compensation above and beyond market clearing may offer workers cost-effective incentives to work hard rather than to shirk their responsibility (Gintis, 1968) . There is also a substantial literature detailing the so-called "job lock" effect of health insurance coverage on the mobility of employees (Madrian, 1994; Peach & Stanley, 2009 ). This body of literature may well provide an explanation for the potential negative effect of WLBs on employee quits. Finally, it could also be argued that low-wage organizations typically attract job applicants with, on balance, low abilities, whilst higher-wage firms can readily attract employees of all abilities (i.e., on average they will select average workers). High-wage firms are, therefore, said to be paying an efficiency wage -in other words, they pay higher wages, but, on balance, get more productivity from them (e.g., see Malcolmson, 1981; Peach & Stanley, 2009; Stiglitz, 1976; Weiss, 1980) and enjoy significantly lower levels of turnover (Baughman, DiNardi, & Holtz-Eakin, 2003) .
Following this theory of efficiency wages, productivity can potentially be higher for the WLB users, and this higher productivity, which is visible to the employer, may lead to tangible rewards for the employees such as an increase in earnings for individuals who use these benefits.
Given this situation, it is possible that child care, flextime and flexible leave policies differ from the traditional job benefits discussed by Rosen (1974) . Auerbach (1988) supports this position as he theorizes that flexible leave benefits may actually enhance productivity as these benefits help employees balance their work and non-work demands. If WLBs reduce the time needed by employees to complete household activities (e.g., through the provision of employer-supported child care) or to complete personal activities such as finance or health related appointments (e.g., through flexible scheduling benefits), individual employees can then concentrate fully on their paid work. This greater energy and focus should then be translated into higher job satisfaction and greater productivity, which potentially lead to intra-company rewards such as promotions and higher wages. In addition, workers should be less likely to leave the company, given the employees' higher satisfaction with the flexibility and additional rewards (higher wages, more promotions) derived from such programs, combined with more perceived organizational support.
On the basis of this theory, we present:
H2: The provision of WLBs is positively related to wages, job satisfaction, and the likelihood of promotion and negatively related to intention to leave.
Previous Work
It is difficult to predict definitively which of these two hypotheses possesses more explanatory power, especially in light of the fact that the literature on this question is mixed.
Looking at the "big picture," the literature arguably provides more support to H2. Work-life policies are generally thought to be beneficial for the organization and employees because individuals benefit from having improved health and wellbeing and this can be said to impact positively on both organizational productivity and performance (e.g., De Cieri et al., 2005; Beauregard & Henry, 2009; Wood & de Menezes, 2010) . Anderson, Coffey & Byerly (2002) include a rich array of job-related outcomes such as work-to-family conflict, job satisfaction, intentions to leave, stress and absenteeism, and find that the use of flextime leads to less workfamily conflict, higher job satisfaction, and lower turnover intentions.
The results with respect to the effect on wages are also mixed, though, again, arguably balanced in favor of the efficiency wage theory. Using US data, Garlety & Shaffer (2001) reveal that there is a positive wage gain associated with the use of flextime by women. However, they find no such differential associated with the use of flextime by men. Weeden (2005) shows that there is a wage premium of between 6% and 11% for flexible benefits such as flextime or teleworking. However, she does not find any variation in this premium across gender or parental status. Batt and Valcour (2003) report that employees with more access to flexible scheduling practices have a lower probability of voluntary turnover. Baltes, Briggs, Huff, Wright, and Neumann (1999) examine the impact of flexible time and a compressed work week on jobrelated outcomes, concluding that flextime has positive effects on employee productivity, job satisfaction and decreased absenteeism.
Compressed work schedules are also largely positively associated with job satisfaction (Allen, 2001; Baltes et al., 1999; McNall, Masuda & Nicklin, 2010) . However, compressed work schedules were found to have no effect on employee productivity or absenteeism (Goff, Mount & Jamison, 1990) . Conversely, Saltzstein, Ting & Saltzstein (2001) found that there was a negative relationship between job satisfaction and the use of a compressed work week in the public sector. Finally, Baughman, DiNardi & Holtz-Eakin (2003) found that the provision of compressed work schedules by a firm raised the firm's entry-level wages. Based on these studies, there is no definitive conclusion on the effects of flexible work arrangements on wages or outcomes related to the employment of the individual.
Some studies have examined the impact of child-care support on employee and job outcomes. The conclusions to these studies also vary. Auerbach (1988) argues that child-care benefits are important because employees focus less attention on locating care for their child, instead transferring their attention to their job tasks. Goff et al. (1990) tested this hypothesis empirically and found no effect of child-care support on performance or absenteeism. However, Kossek & Nichol (1992) demonstrate that the provision of on-site child-care leads to more effective recruitment and retention. Johnson & Provan (1995) find that there is a positive effect of employer-sponsored child-care on wages, especially for females. In later studies, Saltzstein et al. (2001) showed that the use of child-care programs had a positive effect on job satisfaction for public sector employees and Baughman et al. (2003) found that, although there was a positive impact of child-care on retention, there was a negative effect of child-care on earnings. Once again, these empirical studies on the effects of child-care support on employment outcomes paint a mixed and inconclusive picture.
Other studies have taken a more general focus on work-life practices. Wang et al. (2008) claim that poor work-life balance is a stronger risk factor than work-related stress in terms of inducing mental disorders. Studies by Carlson et al. (2011) and Magee, Stefanic, Caputi & Iverson (2012) confirm that work-family conflict consistently predicted poor health, both physical and emotional, leading to greater levels of employee stress. Gray (2002) utilizes an employee-employer linked survey and finds the provision of positive work-life practices leads to better workplace performance, but also that organizations that offer full-time work to individuals outperform those with more flexible work arrangements. Eaton (2003) shows that employees feel more committed in workplaces with flexible practices and, as a result, self-report higher levels of productivity; in addition, turnover in the firm is reduced. Heywood, Siebert & Wei (2007) find that employees who use family-friendly work practices have significantly lower wages after correcting for the endogeneity inherent in the use of family-friendly work practices, which supports the compensating wage differentials theory. However, once again, the conclusions across these studies are mixed and do not provide a clear picture of the impact of WLBs on individual labour outcomes.
While previous studies generally support the hypothesis that work-life policies can increase commitment and reduce absenteeism and turnover (Bailyn et al., 1996; Meyer & Allen, 1997 ), Eaton (2003) highlights the importance of providing employees with the freedom to use such policies and the subsequent impact on organizational outcomes. Furthermore, using linked data for workplaces and employees in the U.K., Budd & Mumford (2006) report a low base rate of workplace-level availability, and a significantly lower rate of accessibility, to five work-life practices, including: parental leave, paid leave, job sharing, subsidized child care and working from home. They conclude that British workplaces appeared at the time to be responding to these work-life challenges slowly, and perhaps even disingenuously. On the other hand, they found that labour unions in the U.K. were working to increase availability of three ameliorative policies, including: parental leave, special paid leave and job-sharing options, although all three are negatively associated with availability of work-at-home arrangements as well as flexible working hours options.
In conclusion, there has been a lack of WLB studies using nationally representative and longitudinal data, and certainly never in the context of Canada. The Canadian empirical literature related to this topic consists of primarily descriptive statistics outlining the potential for familyfriendly benefits as a solution to work-family conflict (Stone, 1994; Lipsett & Reesor, 1997; Lowe & Schellenberg, 2001; Comfort, Johnson & Wallace, 2003; Ferrer & Gagne, 2006) . What is more, the wider literature on the effect of WLBs presents some evidence in favour of the compensating wage differentials theory and some in favour of the efficiency wage theory. The aim of the present study is to hold both theories to account, using longitudinal data from the Canadian labour market, described in the following section.
Data and Methodology
The data are drawn from the 1999 to 2004 Canadian Workplace and Employee Survey (WES). WES is a linked dataset consisting of information about employers and employees. The organizations are sampled according to physical location, and then employees are subsequently sampled within each organization. The survey excludes businesses in the Yukon, Nunavut and the Northwest Territories, as well as agriculture, fishing, road, bridge and highway maintenance, government services and religious organizations. Since WES is a longitudinal survey, it is repeated across six years in the same business locations with two-year rotating panels of their employees. Employees are thus surveyed annually for two consecutive years and then are replaced by other employees within the same firm.
The sampling frame for WES was generated from the Statistics Canada Business
Register. Prior to selecting the sample, the organizations were stratified by industry, region, and size. The sample was drawn using a Neyman allocation (Statistics Canada, 2004) . The initial wave of sampling was first conducted in 1999. Responses were received from 6,322 businesses and 23,540 employees. Response rates were as high as 95.2 per cent for employers and 82.8 per cent for employees (Statistics Canada, 2006 ). These response rates were facilitated by the fact that co-operation with Statistics Canada is obligatory and that protections were put into place to ensure confidentiality. Data were collected through CATI (computer-aided telephone interviews) with senior management officials at each workplace, conducted by trained interviewers. Each workplace was sent a copy of the survey with instructions to regard the instrument "as a working tool to inform you ahead of time of the questions being asked and to help you in preparing your answers" (Statistics Canada, 2006) . Before releasing the data, Statistics Canada spent over two years cleaning the data set. Input and ratio editing identified outlying observations based on robust outlier detection programs (Statistics Canada, 2004) .
As a nationally representative survey of workplaces and employees, WES covers a broad range of topics from both the demand and supply side of the Canadian labour market. It not only contains detailed demographic and labour market information on individual workers, but also key information on various workplace characteristics. More importantly, WES has information on various work-life practices such as flexible work hours, reduced work week, work-at-home options, and compressed work week (classified as flexible scheduling policies), and child-care and/ or eldercare support (classified as dependent care services). This information, together with other controls, provides a unique opportunity to explore the question of whether WLBs influence employment outcomes such as wages, promotions, job satisfaction and quit probabilities. Table 1 presents the proportion of benefit users among all employees in the dataset over the 1999 to 2004 period. Aggregate usage of at least one work-life benefit fluctuates over the years, with the use of at least one WLB being high in 1999, decreasing slightly in 2001, and remaining relatively steady at over 50% for the next three years. These aggregate results can be directly attributed to the usage of flexible hours and telework benefits. For the five-year period, the usage of these two benefits was relatively high at approximately 35% for flexible hours and about 25% for teleworking. Usage of reduced work weeks grew from 4.9% in 1999 to 7.5% in 2003, but in 2004 it decreased slightly to 6.3%. For the compressed work week benefit, the proportion continually increased from 3.2% to 6.7% over the five-year period.
Work-life Policies
(Insert Table 1 about here.)
The use of child-care and eldercare benefits is somewhat less common compared to the use of flexible scheduling benefits. However, the usage of such benefits is growing. Over the five-year period (1999) (2000) (2001) (2002) (2003) (2004) , the usage of WLBs related to programs such as child-care and eldercare support has increased. The results are primarily driven by the growing importance of child-care use (from 0.3% in 1999 to 1.0% in 2004).
Our key explanatory variable is whether the employee uses at least one of the WLBs Table 1A .
Labour Market Outcomes
This paper compares a number of labour market outcomes for benefit users as opposed to the non-users. The labour market outcomes that we analyze are divided into four measures. The Table 2 presents the summary statistics for the difference in labour market outcomes for employees who used at least one WLB compared to those who did not utilize any WLBs. The difference in the outcomes indicates that there is a stark contrast between these two groups of employees. For employees who use at least one WLB, they have significantly higher wages and more promotions. These employees also have marginally higher job satisfaction ratings. These results remain similar for the employees who have utilized some type of WLB related to flexible scheduling such as flexible hours, telework, compressed workweeks and reduced workweeks.
However, these results do not hold uniformly when examining the dependent care benefits. The major difference was that employees who use dependent care benefits are likely to receive fewer promotions than those who do not. However, it is worth noting that the number of employees who used such benefits is very small.
(Insert Table 2 about here.)
Multivariate Analytic Techniques
To determine the impact of WLBs on potential labour market outcomes, our basic crosssectional estimate is calculated from the following equation.
where Yijt is one of the first three labour market outcomes (e.g., natural logarithm of the observed hourly wage, number of promotions, and job satisfaction) of the i th worker in the j th workplace; α is a constant; Xijt is a vector of human capital variables for the i th worker in the j th workplace; Zjt is a set of characteristics of the j th workplace; Bit is an indicator for the benefit usage of the i th worker; and ε is a randomly distributed error term. All of the variables are measured at time t.
The coefficient δ gives us an estimate of the effects of using at least one work-life benefit after controlling for observed employee and workplace characteristics.
We use the employee survey weights provided by WES in all of our estimations. In addition, we identify the primary survey units as the establishments from which multiple workers may be interviewed. The resulting estimation of equation (1) is designed to return representative results and to provide heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors (Stock & Watson, 2003: 596-597 ). These errors correct for the common components associated with a cluster of workers from a given workplace. In the following section, we report the results of our analyses, followed up by a series of robustness checks.
Results
The effects that the use of at least one work-life benefit has on three outcomes (wages, actual promotions, and job satisfaction) based on the 2004 employer-employee linked WES data are reported in Table 3 (the full set of regression estimates are presented in Table 3A ).
(Insert Table 3 about here.)
Aggregate benefit use is positively associated with all three outcome measures for the full sample, with highly significant coefficients. More specifically, benefit usage is associated with a larger number of promotions and higher wages for both the male and female samples. However, benefit usage is insignificantly correlated with job satisfaction for men, but not for women.
Next, we separate our estimation by the two different types of benefit programs (flexible scheduling and dependent care) and report the results in Tables 3B and 3C These results from the 2004 cross-sectional analysis can, of course, be interpreted only as correlations, not causal effects. For the cross-sectional analysis, it can be argued that the choice of benefit use by workers is not random as a result of endogeneity. If more motivated employees select themselves into using these benefits, or if employers selectively reward more productive employees with these benefits, then our estimated impact of work-life benefit usage on employee outcomes, such as wages and promotions, may be biased. Thus, for the cross-sectional analysis, concerns remain over the possibility of reverse causation between WLB utilization and positive labour market outcomes of benefit users as the individual decisions to use (or change use of) WLB is our primary independent variable. All else equal, a firm may be more likely to offer a flexible schedule to a talented employee that it anticipates promoting soon than to one with lower potential. This may account for the positive correlation between promotions and WLB usage.
This type of reverse causality may also explain the consistent finding that workers who use WLB have higher wages, a result that stands in direct contrast to compensating wage differentials theory and is supported by efficiency wage theory.
In an attempt to correct for the widely recognized problems associated with endogeneity (Hwang et al., 1998; Brown, 2001) , we carried out a robustness check using the variables "computer use," "team-based work" and the "average offering of flexible work by industry" as instruments. Due to the higher flexibility of their jobs, individuals who use the computer, participate in more team-based work and who have a higher incidence of use of flexible work hours are arguably more likely to use WLBs as indicated by the first stage results. After using two-stage least squares to potentially correct for this bias, the results still indicate that individuals who use WLBs have higher wages, more promotions, and are more satisfied with their jobs.
Indeed, the estimates are even stronger (Appendix 2).
In addition to the use of instruments, we also take advantage of the longitudinal nature of the WES data and examine whether there exist productivity differentials (as measured by wages and number of promotions) between those who increased benefit usage from the second year and those who maintained their amount of benefit usage in both years (including those with nonusage status). The summary statistics indicate that there are no significant differences in wages or number of promotions between these two groups of employees. Although we cannot entirely eliminate the possibility of unobservable differences between the two groups, it is important to emphasize that this empirical evidence may suggest an off-setting influence between employer selection and employee self-selection. This means that employees who increased their benefit usage may not be inherently more productive than employees who maintained the same level of usage (or non-usage).
To more accurately examine the causal effect of benefit use and to remove potential biases, we also estimate the influence that the change in benefit usage may have on the change in labour market outcomes such as wage gains, change in number of promotions, and change in job satisfaction, and finally the differential in quit probability. Table 4 shows the changes in labour market outcomes (over 2 years) for employees who did not change their level of WLB usage and employees who increased their WLB usage. This table summarizes the difference in labour market outcomes for these two groups of employees.
The summary statistics show that those employees who used more WLBs in the second year (as opposed to the first year) have a higher income, a higher chance of promotion, and a higher level of job satisfaction, but were more likely to leave the job than those who maintained the same level of WLBs. These results are generally the same whether employees increased their usage of flexible scheduling benefits or dependent care benefits with one exception: the quit probability is essentially the same for those who increased flexible scheduling benefits and those who did not.
(Insert Table 4 about here.)
Formally, we then estimated the following equation:
where ∆Yijt measures the change in labour market outcomes of the individual worker i in workplace j from time t-1 to t; ∆Bit, for the aggregate measure of an increase in usage of WLBs is coded as the difference in the number of benefits used by individual i in workplace j from time t-1 to time t; alternatively, ∆Bit is coded 1 if the individual worker i in workplace j went from non-user at time t-1 to benefit user at time t, and coded zero if the worker remained a non-user for both time periods for each specific work-life benefit. For the dichotomous dependent variable quit probability, logistic regression is more appropriate and thus applied, where marginal effects (calculated at the mean of the dependent variables) of one unit change of independent variables are reported.
(Insert Table 4A about here.)
After controlling for potential biases from unobserved heterogeneity in this longitudinal analysis, the results become much more interesting. At the general WLB usage level, the wage measure (wage gains) emerges as positive, but not significant, providing little evidence for the efficiency wage hypothesis (Table 4A ). More substantially, however, the aggregate level also shows positive and statistically significant results for changes in promotions and difference in job satisfaction. The aggregate level also indicates that employees are less likely to quit if they use a WLB. Note that, at this level of aggregation, increased use of benefit programs contributes positively to three out of the four measures of labour market outcomes (i.e., more promotions, improved levels of job satisfaction, and reduced employee quit probabilities), suggesting that, if effectively bundled, the use of an appropriate WLB can significantly and positively affect both the performance of the individual and potentially the economic outcomes of the organization.
Similar to the cross-sectional analysis, most of these results at the aggregate level are driven by the flexible scheduling benefits (Table 4B ). Other than for the wage measure, all the flexible scheduling policies positively influence the employees' likelihood of promotions, increased job satisfaction and increased the likelihood of retention. Once again, it seems that dependent care benefit use does not significantly affect employees' job outcomes.
(Insert Table 4B about here.)
Finally, we also separate our estimation of the change models by gender. The results, reported in Tables 4C and 4D , reinforce some interesting patterns of gender differences. The results were very significant for females as opposed to males. At the aggregate level, increased usage of WLBs may help female employees with positive wage gains, increasing the likelihood of promotions and retention while also having a positive effect on job satisfaction. The only effect of WLBs on males was to help them receive more promotions. These results are as expected, and they reinforce the hypothesis that WLBs help to alleviate the time pressures that females face in balancing work and demands outside of work such as family responsibilities. The employer appears to gain in reaping the benefits of a more productive employee (as evidenced by wage and promotion changes) through females who use these WLBs.
(Insert Tables 4C and 4D about here.) In sum, our results provide no evidence in favour the theory of compensating wage differentials, some evidence in favour of the efficiency wage theory, and very strong evidence of the efficiency wage theory for women in relation to the provision of WLBs. We thus reject H1
and partially accept H2. Employer-provided WLBs offer measurable advantages to employees in terms of marginally higher wages, more likelihood of promotion, and a higher level of job satisfaction. These labour market outcomes are also potentially beneficial to employers as they obtain more productive workers as evidenced by their enhanced labour outcomes, combined with a higher retention rate for their employees. The results also show that it is the flexible scheduling benefits that influence the labour market outcomes of the employees the most. Although we fail to find any evidence that dependent care benefits have an impact on labour market outcomes, we cannot make such an assertion that dependent care benefits do not matter because the sample size for the benefit users is small. Finally, our analyses reveal that, after controlling for unobserved heterogeneity, female workers appear to be the prime beneficiaries of WLBs.
Discussion and Conclusion
Work-family conflict can dramatically reduce the quality of one's family life and overall wellbeing (Näswall et al., 2008) . In response to work-family conflict, some organizations provide WLBs to employees as a form of support as well as to stimulate overall productivity (Masterson & Hoobler, 2014) . However, the underlying assumption that WLBs are positive sum, with a couple exceptions (Beauregard & Henry, 2009; Gunderson, 2002) , has lacked rigorous cost-benefit calculations, and never before in a Canadian context. This study has attempted to address this research need. In so doing, we seek to make several contributions to the empirical literature. We provide among the first studies of the impact of WLB usage, operationalized as flexible scheduling programs and dependent care programs, on various employee and job outcomes on a nationally representative sample of employees and organizations by examining the use of WLBs at both aggregated and disaggregated levels. The employee and job outcomes included in our analyses are comprehensive, covering employee quit probabilities, absolute levels and changes in wages, promotions and job satisfaction. Furthermore, this paper also controls for unobserved heterogeneity by using both instrumental variables and longitudinal data, which generate more consistent estimates of the impact of WLBs on employee and job outcomes. Whilst causality should never be assumed in the absence of an experimental pre-test/ post-test design, we provide at least some tentative evidence of a potential directionality.
Across a variety of measures of WLBs, evidence of positive labour market outcomes emerges when at least one work-life benefit is used. More specifically, with the use of at least one work-life benefit, employees appear to enjoy a greater level of pay and job satisfaction. This is reflected by a number of desirable labour market outcomes enjoyed by benefit users, such as higher wages and a greater number of promotions, as well as increased employee morale such as higher job satisfaction and a higher retention rate with the same company. The evidence broadly supports the efficiency wage theory in the area of WLBs and, on balance, rejects the compensating wage differentials theory. Building on Avgar et al. (2011) , who conclude that greater use of WLB practices enhances organizational outcomes, the present study has detailed further empirical evidence in favour of this argument. While providing WLBs relating to flexible scheduling may, by extrapolation, be associated with an increase in productivity (through increased wages, promotions and retention), providing WLBs relating to dependent care seems to have no impact on the individual. One caveat with the dependent care results is that the adoption rate of these policies, such as child care and eldercare, is relatively low. Given the small sample size of individuals who use these benefits, it is hard to conclude definitely that dependent care benefits have no impact on the labour market outcomes of employees. Indeed, further research on this question is indicated.
Some commentators may argue that the distribution of benefit usage is not random across employees, and that employers may restrict the benefit use only to more productive employees or, alternatively, that highly motivated employees may also self-select into such programs. Our main measure for the use of WLBs is designed to moderate this issue. The measure of the use of at least one WLB provides a more accurate estimation of the general impact of WLBs on labour market outcomes because the confounding effects of those employees whom self-select into the organization in order to use a great number of these benefits are somewhat mitigated. In addition, while our statistical evidence on this point can only be called suggestive, it is important to emphasize that there may be an off-setting influence of employer selection and employee selfselection as we failed to find that the employees who became benefit users or who increased their benefit usage in the second year necessarily received higher wages or were promoted more often in the first year than did those who maintained their benefit usage or who were not benefit users in the two consecutive years.
Finally, in terms of gender differences, WLBs appear to have a major impact on female employees across most of our job outcome measures. Conversely, the impact was negligible for males, especially in relation to job satisfaction. This evidence indicates that female employees appear to benefit the most from WLBs. The finding is consistent with previous studies (e.g., Dex employees, because women nowadays still assume a disproportionably larger amount of family responsibilities. As such, WLBs can help them to become more productive at work. (Bonhomme and Jolivet, 2009) . Although our study provides robust longitudinal evidence in favour of the efficiency wage theory, the debate, no doubt, will rage on. (1999-2000, 2001-2002, 2003-2004) . Robust standard errors are in parentheses. *significant at 10%; **significant at 5%; *** significant at 1% Take the log of the hourly wage in year 2 and subtract the log of the hourly wage in year 1 Difference in Promotions Take the number of promotions in year 2 and subtract the number of promotions in year 1. If the number is positive, set the variable equal to 1, if the number is negative, set the variable equal to 0.
Difference in Job Satisfaction
Take the job satisfaction value in year 2 and subtract the job satisfaction value in year 1. Quit Take only the individuals who left the job for the following reasons: (found new job, started own business, dissatisfaction with current job, moved to new residence, own illness or disability, maternal leave, caring for own children, caring for elder, other family responsibilities, other) Diffemp
Working for the same employer as last year WLB Difference Difference between the number of WLBs used in the 2 nd year with the number of WLBs used in the 1 st year. Used only when the number is greater than or equal to zero (i.e. unchanged WLBs or increased WLBs) NU2NU WLBHRS Individuals who don't use any WLBs related to flexible scheduling (flexible hours, telework, reduced work week, compressed work week) in both years NU2U WLBHRS Individuals who didn't use any WLBs related to hours in the 1 st year and then used an WLB related to hours in the 2 nd year NU2NU flex hours Individuals who don't use flex hours in both years NU2U flex hours Individuals who didn't use flex hours in the 1 st year and then used flex hours in the 2 nd year NU2NU redc week Individuals who don't use reduced work week in both years NU2U redc week Individuals who didn't use reduced work week in the 1 st year and then used reduced work week in the 2 nd year NU2NU comp week Individuals who don't use compressed work week in both years NU2U comp week Individuals who didn't use compressed work week in the 1 st year and then used compressed work week in the 2 nd year NU2NU CARE Individuals who don't use any type of WLB care in both years. NU2U CARE Individuals who didn't use any type of WLB care in the 1 st year and then used some WLB care in the 2 nd year NU2NU child care Individuals who don't use child care in both years NU2U child care Individuals who didn't use child care in the 1 st year and then used child care in the 2 nd year NU2NU elder care Individuals who don't use eldercare in both years NU2U elder care Individuals who didn't use elder care in the 1 st year and then used eldercare in the 2 nd year 
